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Structure of Presentation
• Study purpose and objectives
• Methodology and evaluation approach
• Early findings

The findings presented here are based on part of the intended
evidence base for the study only, and will be challenged and
tested as the study progresses. They may change or evolve
over time.
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Study Purpose
• Atkins, Aecom and Professor Mike Maher were commissioned by the DfT in
2014 to undertake research into 20mph signed only speed limits.
• Purpose - To address an evidence gap regarding the effectiveness of
20mph speed limit only schemes.

Study Objectives
• To evaluate the effectiveness of 20mph speed limits, in a range of settings.
• To examine drivers’ and residents’ perceptions of 20mph limits.
• To assess the relative costs/benefits to vulnerable groups e.g. children,
cyclists, the elderly.
• To evaluate the processes and factors which contribute to the level of
effectiveness of 20mph speed limit schemes.
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Project Methodology and Timescales
SCOPING PHASE – Detailed Methodology (Oct 2014 – March 2015)
Knowledge
gathering

•

Interviews with national stakeholders (DfT, PACTS, ACPO, ABD, etc.).

•

Rapid Evidence Review.

Evaluation
approach

•

15 case study schemes (8 area-wide residential, 2 small-scale
residential schemes, 2 city-centre schemes, 3 no schemes)

Method

•

Detailed methodologies for data collection and analysis

MAIN EVALUATION – Data Collection and Analysis (Apr 2015 – )
•

Stakeholder interviews (officers, councillors, police, health, bus operators, etc.)

•

Over 3400 questionnaires with drivers and residents

•

12 Focus Groups with specific user groups

•

Analysis of speed, flow and accident data

FINAL REPORT
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Evaluation Themes
•

•

Process Evaluation – Why and how are
schemes being delivered?
•

What outcomes are 20mph Speed Limits aiming to achieve?

•

How are 20mph speed limits expected to achieve their outcomes? Role of
enforcement.

•

How have 20mph speed limits been implemented? Barrier and enablers?
Decisions not to proceed?

Impact Evaluation – What impact have schemes
had and why?
• Support for 20mph speed limits?
• Compliance, speed reduction, and driver behaviour

• Transport outcomes – casualties, perceptions of the quality of the environment for
walking and cycling, increase in active travel, displacement if traffic, etc.
• Wider impacts – health, quality of life, noise and air quality, etc.
• Adverse / unintended impacts
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Theory of Change – Area-wide Residential

6

Theory of Change – Small-Scale Residential
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Theory of Change – City Centre Schemes
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Process Evaluation - Why and how
have schemes been delivered?
Early findings, based on first phase of
stakeholder interviews
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Why are 20mph schemes delivered?
What are the key drivers behind schemes?

Transport-related

Health-related

Community or
politically driven

26 Febuary 2016

• Casualty reduction
• Reduce rat running
• Reduce the negative impact of cars in town and city centres

• Encouraging active travel (walking and cycling)
• Improve ‘health and well-being’

• Community concerns about speeds, safety and the quality of the
environment
• Bottom-up approach – Community pressure on the Council
• Top-down approach – Driven by Councillors. Seen as a low
cost, vote-winning initative to deliver improvements for local
residents.
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Why are 20mph schemes delivered?
What outcomes are 20mph Speed Limits aiming to achieve?
Communityrelated /
Quality of
environment

Number of
case studies

Transportrelated

Reduce casualty numbers and severity

9



Reduce average or excessive speeds / Formalise the
speed at which the majority are already travelling

9



Improve quality of environment for walking and
cycling
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Encourage use of active travel modes

12





Improve noise / air quality

3

Improve health and well-being

9

Other - Reduce negative impacts of cars in city
centres (e.g. congestion)

2

Other – Improve community cohesion

1

Other – Address concerns about HGV speed limits

1

Other – Support regeneration and improve the public
realm

1

Type of objectives
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Healthrelated













11

How have 20mph speed limits been implemented?

Scheme design
Road selection.
Specification of signage and
road markings.

Implementation
timescales and phasing
approach
Area-wide schemes often
implemented in phases of a 2
to 4 year period.

Engagement, education and
awareness activities
A range of approaches to inform scheme
design and secure public buy-in.
Often as part of the formal Speed Limit /
Traffic Regulation Order process.

Implementation of signs and
road makings

Statutory Spped
Limit / Traffic
Regulation Order
(TRO) process
Required to make the new
speed limit legally
enforceable.

In accordance with the Traffic Signs
Regulations and General Directions
(TSRGD) 2002.

On-going awareness
campaign
In some cases.
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What barriers and enablers affected scheme
delivery?
Barriers

Enablers



Limited funding and staffing
resources **



Clear articulation of scheme rationale,
objectives, and outcomes **



Scheme opposition / anti-scheme
campaign group



Early engagement and buy-in from
stakeholders



Confusion about the enforcement role of
the Police amongst the public and in the
media



A high profile public awareness and
education campaign



Pro-scheme campaign group



Tailoring the scheme to local
circumstances



Guidance and policy documents



Cross-Party support from Councillors



Phased but efficient implementation of
large area-wide schemes



Complementary initiatives



Political change



Lack of / confusing evidence regarding
the benefits of 20mph limits





Issues relating to Government
leadership and guidance, needed to
justify schemes
Practical delivery issues

** Most frequently mentioned barrier and enabler.
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Impact Evaluation – What impact
have schemes had and why?
Early findings from residents and drivers
questionnaires
Provisional results - Further analysis is currently being undertaken to
explore issues of context, contribution and causality.
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Support for 20mph Limits
Level of support amongst residents
80%

75%

• Approximately half of residents (51%)
supported the introduction of a 20mph
limit prior to implementation, while
only 9% thought it was a bad idea.

70%

60%

51%
50%

• Following implementation, support
increased notably to 75%,
representing widespread endorsement
of the schemes.

40%

30%

20%

9%

10%

12%

0%

Supportive

•

Drivers were also very supportive,
with 66% saying the new limits were a
good idea.

Unsupportive

Before implementation
After implementation
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Level of awareness
Statement: The majority of residents
are aware that a 20mph limit applies
80%

73%

70%

• Residents thought that there was a
high level of awareness (amongst
people living in their street) that a
20mph speed limit is in place.

60%

50%

40%

30%

16%

20%

• However, awareness was not
perceived to be universal (i.e. not
everyone is aware that the limit
exists).

10%

0%

Agree

Disagree

% agreeing / disagreeing with statement
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Perceived impact of 20mph limits on Drivers (1)
Statement: The average
speed has reduced
100%

80%

66%

20mph limits are perceived to have had
limited impact on driving behaviour:

•

Average speed of vehicles – Only 22% of
residents and 32% of drivers thought the
average speed of vehicles had reduced.

•

Number of vehicles – Only 7% of drivers
and 4% of residents thought the number of
vehicles using the road had reduced.
However, 8% of drivers said they avoided
driving in 20mph areas.

•

Driver consideration of pedestrians and
cyclists - Only a fifth of residents thought the
20mph limit made drivers more considerate
to pedestrians (21%) or cyclists (17%).

55%

60%

40%

13%
12%

20%

22%

32%

0%

Residents

Drivers

Neither agree or disagree
Disagree
Agree
% agreeing / disagreeing with statement
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Perceived impact of 20mph limits on Drivers (2)
Statement: The 20mph limit increases drivers’
awareness of potential risks and hazards
64%

•

Driver awareness of risks and hazards –
Two-thirds of drivers (64%) said 20mph limits
increase awareness of potential risks and
hazards. Although only 42% of residents
agreed with this statement.

•

Driver frustration – 48% of drivers said
20mph limits were frustrating for drivers.
Although only 37% of residents had reported
seeing evidence of this.

42%

Residents

Drivers
Agree

% agreeing / disagreeing with statement
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Perceived Impact of 20mph Limit on Walking and Cycling
Statement: The 20mph limit
is beneficial for cyclists and
pedestrians

77%

•

Are 20mph limits beneficial for cyclists and
pedestrians – 77% of drivers and 69% residents
felt the limit was beneficial for cyclists and
pedestrians.

•

Impact on the quality of the walking and cycling
environment – Half of residents felt the 20mph
limit had created a more pleasant environment.

•

Perceptions of safety when cycling and walking
– 60% of residents felt that the limit provided a
safer environment.

•

Perceived impact on pedestrian and cycle
numbers – Around a tenth of residents thought
more people were walking on their street since the
20mph limit.

•

Likelihood of walking or cycling more –
reducing the speed limit to 20mph had encouraged
some residents to walk (16%) or cycle (9%) to local
places rather than use a car.

69%

Residents

Drivers

Agree
% agreeing / disagreeing with statement
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Perceived Impact of 20mph Limit on the Community Environment
Statement: The 20mph limit is
beneficial for local residents

74%

73%

• Are 20mph limits beneficial for local
residents – Three quarters of residents and
drivers felt the limit was beneficial for the
local community
• Impact of 20mph on area desirability –
22% of residents felt the 20mph limit had
made their street a more desirable place to
live
• Impact on community activity in general –
Less than one in ten thought more people
were out and about on their street

Residents

Drivers
Agree

% agreeing / disagreeing with statement

• Impact on use of local shops and
amenities – Very few residents (3%)
believed the limit meant people were
avoiding the area or were less likely to use
local shops and amenities
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Summary (Provisional Results)
Early findings from the questionnaires show that:
 20mph limits are generally supported by residents and drivers.
 The majority of residents are perceived to be aware of the 20mph limit in
their street. But, some residents remain unaware and are unlikely to
perceive any benefits.
 20mph limits have had limited impact on driving behaviour (in terms of
speed, traffic flow and driver consideration) – most residents and drivers do
not perceive an improvement. But, many drivers report that they are now
more aware of hazards and risks.
 20mph limits are perceived to be beneficial for pedestrians, cyclists and
residents; and the questionnaire results suggest a small number of
residents are walking and cycling more in some of the case study locations.
These results are provisional only. Further analysis is currently being
undertaken to examine the variation in results between schemes; and explore
issues of context, contribution and causality.
21

Contact details
• Jane.Robinson@atkinsglobal.com
• Nicola.Newman@atkinsglobal.com
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